cost-benefit calculations called for by policy-minded researchers include only the costs of repeated questions.
Part II discusses the facts of State v. Larson, the application of the medical diagnosis exception, and how limiting the exception leads courts to look more carefully at the potential unreliability of children's reports. A key issue in Larson was whether the child's response to repeated questions could be trusted. Part III discusses the importance of repeated questions in debates over suggestibility and summarizes the settled view of the dangers of repeated questions. Part IV critically reviews the literature, including the factors that affect the likelihood that repetition leads to inconsistency or error. Part V discusses the possibility that repetition will increase the number of true reports of abuse. The goals of this article are to communicate the specifics of the research for practical application in future cases and to illustrate the difficulties and potential drawbacks of applying suggestibility research to real-world cases.
II

STATE V. LARSON: THE MEDICAL DIAGNOSIS EXCEPTION, RELIABILITY, AND REPEATED QUESTIONS In State v. Larson,
2 Bruce Larson was found guilty of sexually assaulting his four-year-old daughter in the second degree. When the child, hereinafter "B.", was three years old, she complained to her mother of vaginal soreness and burning urination. 3 Within a week or so, the mother took the child to a family practice clinic, where the child was examined by a physician's assistant: 4 The physician's assistant, who conducted the examination, noticed redness and swelling around the vaginal opening. Suspecting abuse, the examiner asked B. who had touched her. B. replied that "Daddy" had touched her with "his bone" that "came out of his pants." B. said it had hurt and that she had asked him to stop.
Idaho v. Wright,
10 which held that for statements of a non-testifying declarant to be admissible under the residual exception to the hearsay rule, the court had to find that the statements had "particularized guarantees of trustworthiness," because the residual exception is not a "firmly-rooted" exception to the hearsay rule.
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In Wright, the Supreme Court suggested that trustworthiness could be guaranteed by, among other things, the "lack of [a] motive to fabricate" and by the "spontaneity and consistent repetition" of the statements. 12 What puzzled the Minnesota Supreme Court on remand was that the most important hearsay-the child's statements to the physician's assistant-had been admitted under the medical diagnosis exception rather than under the residual exception. 13 Wright said nothing about how statements admitted under the medical diagnosis exception were to be handled. The Minnesota Supreme Court acknowledged Professor Robert Mosteller's argument that some statements admitted under the medical diagnosis exception do not fall within the "firmly-rooted" core of the exception, and therefore should be subject to the "particularized guarantees of trustworthiness" test.
14 Although the court believed that the child's statements to the physician's assistant fell within the "core" part of the medical diagnosis exception-making an analysis of trustworthiness unnecessary-it proceeded to assess the trustworthiness of the child's statements. 15 In their briefs on remand, the parties vigorously debated the reliability of the child's statements. Calling the Minnesota Supreme Court's recitation of facts "misleading," the defendant argued that the physician's assistant admitted in cross-examination that she "asked the child 'Did your Daddy touch you' and that the child initially answered 'no' and then recanted and said 'yes'."
16 By contrast, the State and the court on remand emphasized the physician's assistant's direct testimony and her dictated report, 17 which told a different story:
The physician's assistant, who conducted the examination, saw redness and swelling around the vaginal opening. Suspecting abuse, the examiner, after assuring B. that she was there to "assist her," asked B. if anyone other than her mother or herself had touched her vaginal area. B. initially responded "no" and turned away. When the ex- [Vol. 65: No. 1 aminer repeated the question, B. said "yes," that "Daddy" had touched her there. When the examiner asked whether her daddy had touched her there to help wipe her or dry her, B. said "yes," but then, when asked "where," pointed to her abdomen.
When asked with what he had touched her, B. replied that "Daddy" had touched her "between [the] legs" with "his bone" that "came out of his pants." Asked whether this had happened before, B. said "yes," that "he laid me on the couch and he rubbed my belly. . . until my skin came off." B. further stated that it hurt "because he pressed hard against her tummy and hugged her real hard," and that she had asked him to stop. She further described feeling wet on her abdomen and having to wipe herself dry afterwards. Although B. apparently told her mother when the examiner briefly left the room that she was "only kidding," B. immediately recanted this to the examiner and explained that "she didn't want to have her father in trouble." Indeed, the examiner observed that B. was "very nervous and very protective of her father," whom B. "obviously loved." 18 The court concluded that the statements enjoyed the "particularized guarantees of trustworthiness," in part because "the questions the assistant asked were not the kind of questions that would prompt a child to fabricate the response the questions elicited." 19 The more complete treatment of the statements given by the court on remand, however, raises several questions about the child's credibility. The child only acknowledged touching when the question was repeated. Although the parties disagree, the question may have been as leading as "Did your Daddy touch you?" The child's subsequent statements were similarly inconsistent, and she was reluctant to name her father as the perpetrator. 20 Nevertheless, the court assumed that repetition of the questions was necessary to elicit a truthful allegation from the child. 21 Under the traditional analysis for the medical diagnosis exception, the court need not have analyzed the trustworthiness of the statements. The lesson of Larson is that if a court is forced to do so, the analysis will raise questions about children's suggestibility. 22 In some jurisdictions, the medical diagnosis exception contains an explicit requirement that the court assess the reliability of the statements before admitting them. 23 Courts can also inject reliability questions by carefully scrutinizing the motives of the child who made the statement. Assessing the child's motives allows a court to consider whether the statements were the product of leading or suggestive questioning, rather than a desire to receive treatment. 24 In many jurisdictions, the statements might fail to qualify as having been made for the purposes of advancing diagnosis or treatment. whether a four-year-old child understands the importance of telling the truth to doctors. 25 Some courts have begun to require an affirmative showing that the child understood the significance of her statements, 26 rather than assuming such understanding. 27 Especially problematic is the identification of the perpetrator.
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Under the medical diagnosis exception, statements as to the cause of an injury must be reasonably pertinent to diagnosis or treatment. 29 Although some courts have held that the identity of the perpetrator is relevant in determining the best course of psychological treatment, 30 and in determining whether the child should be removed from her home, 31 other courts have expressed skepticism that these remedies really constitute "medical" treatment and are covered by the exception. 32 Whether identification of the perpetrator is medically relevant from the child's perspective can also be questioned. 33 25. Indeed, the defendant argued on appeal in Larson that a four-year-old child "probably does not understand the importance or need to speak truthfully with a physician which is the fundamental principle behind this exception. In states that restrict application of the medical diagnosis exception, prosecutors often seek to admit the statements under other exceptions, most commonly the residual exception, or, in many states, under a special exception for children's allegations of abuse. These other exceptions always require a close look at reliability. Under the residual exception, statements must have "equivalent circumstantial guarantees of trustworthiness" (that is, equivalent to other exceptions). 34 Under most versions of the special child abuse exception, a court must find that the statement evinces "indicia of reliability."
35 If the child declarant does not testify, statements admitted under either exception must be shown to enjoy "particularized guarantees of trustworthiness" to pass muster under the Confrontation Clause, because neither exception is "firmly rooted." 36 When an analysis of reliability is added to the usual consideration-whether a statement was made for the purpose of diagnosis or treatment-the potential suggestibility of the child comes to the fore.
At the same time that courts are taking a closer look at the reliability of young children's hearsay, researchers have focused on the suggestibility of preschoolers. Since Bruce Larson was originally convicted, a massive amount of research has been conducted on children's suggestibility. At first glance, the case appears to be a good candidate for a suggestibility defense. The child was three years old when she first accused her father of abuse. wife were divorced and she had custody of the child. 39 Suggestibility researchers emphasize the dangers of pressure from adults in abuse allegations arising after divorce. 40 The child was interviewed by a number of professionals over the course of several months. 41 Suggestibility researchers warn against multiple suggestive interviews over an extended period. 42 On the other hand, much of the research on children's suggestibility does not appear to fit the facts of this case. In Larson, the mother did not initiate the examination because of suspicions of abuse, there was no evidence of coaching, and the child was more willing to talk about the abuse with the physician's assistant than with the mother. Although the child was young and thus vulnerable to leading questions, the physician's assistant was the first to question the child, there was no use of anatomical dolls, 43 and no peer pressure. No one argued that the physician's assistant had selectively reinforced the child's responses; 44 she asked about sexual touching but also inquired about innocent touching. There was no evidence of stereotype induction-telling the child that her father was a bad man. 45 Indeed, the child clearly showed positive feelings for her father. 46 Subsequent interviews were subject to many of these problems, 47 but the child's initial statements to the physician's assistant were clearly the most damning. 48 The defense needed to undermine the reliability of the child's first statements to argue that subsequent interviews created the allegations, rather than merely sustained them. What appears to be most problematic about the physician's assistant's questioning was that she repeated her question after the child's initial denial that inappropriate touching had occurred. Suggestibility researchers contend that young children will change their answer to questions if the questions are repeated within an interview.
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A central issue in Larson is whether repeating questions may have led to a false allegation of abuse.
III THE IMPORTANCE OF QUESTION REPETITION AND COMMON WISDOM REGARDING ITS DANGERS
The issue of question repetition is of special interest for several reasons. First, there are many factors that cause interviewers to repeat questions when interviewing children. In addition to repeating questions in response to apparent reluctance on the part of the child to report abuse, interviewers repeat questions to elicit additional information, to clarify ambiguous responses, and because of their uncertainty (or forgetfulness) over whether a topic was covered. Although there is some debate regarding whether the highly suggestive techniques used in several infamous day care cases and mimicked in several wellknown studies are typical of mundane sexual abuse investigations, 50 question repetition is quite common. Amye Warren and her colleagues examined the transcripts of forty-two videotaped investigative interviews and found that, in ninety-five percent of the interviews, the interviewer repeated a question that had been unambiguously answered by the child in the immediately preceding portion of the interview; seven percent of all questions were repeated. 51 Second, if simply repeating a question undermines the reliability of a child's testimony, this may justify expert testimony on the suggestibility of children. When suggestibility experts testify in court that children are more suggestible than adults, or that highly coercive interviewing techniques increase error, they are repeating what most lay people already believe, making it questionable whether the expert testimony is helpful to the jury. 52 On the other hand, the ef- 52. See Ceci & Friedman, supra note 36, at 100 ("One can easily accept the proposition-which Lyon supports with survey evidence-that many, even most, potential jurors understand that children fects of mere repetition may strike jurors as surprising. 53 Expert input may also help courts consider the reliability of children's out-of-court statements when assessing their admissibility. The courts have some understanding of the dangers of repetition; they consider whether the child's statements are spontaneous or are the product of repeated questions in applying the excited utterance hearsay exception 54 and the residual or catch-all exception.
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They might be surprised, however, by the magnitude of the effects of repeating questions. The case law reveals that expert opinions discussing the negative effects of repeated questions have reached the courts through expert testimony, 56 through amicus briefs, and through researchers' published writings. 57 Indeed, in Larson, an expert testifying before the recent research on suggestibility criticized the use of repeated questions within interviews. ) (finding that 47% of citizens eligible to be jurors said an eight-year-old would answer questions by police or in court "the way he/she thinks the questioner wants him to," 23% said the child would say "I don't know" or refuse to respond to questions, and 30% said the child would "reply accurately" Stephen Ceci and Richard Friedman, reviewing the suggestibility research for a legal audience, argue that preschool children are disproportionately likely to change their answers to questions such as "Did he touch you there?" merely upon repetition of the question.
62
Researchers have offered two reasons why children are likely to change their answers when questions are repeated. First, children believe that their first answer must have been incorrect. 63 Second, children assume that the adult questioner is unhappy with the answer, and they change their answer to please the adult. 64 When one turns from research to policy, the research on repeated questioning has implications for those who interview children and those who evaluate child interviews. The interviewer who weighs the advantages and disadvantages of questioning techniques must consider whether to repeat questions in order to elicit an abuse report. Suggestibility researchers implicitly agree that the disadvantages outweigh any advantages, because interviewers are warned to avoid repeating closed-ended questions within an interview. 65 A court evaluating the reliability of a child's statement must consider the effects of repeated questions on the accuracy of the child's report. Suggestibility researchers believe that repetition undermines the reliability of children's statements. In discussing when a child's hearsay statement might be sufficiently reliable, Ceci and Friedman posit a child who, "without any prompting, articulates a detailed and plausible account of abuse soon after the alleged event, and, still without prompting, consistently adheres to that account. 
IV A CLOSER LOOK: THE EFFECTS OF REPETITION
In applying research on repeated questions to a particular case, one must move beyond general statements about how repetition undermines children's reliability. Application of research to real cases requires a careful assessment of the research methodology, the participants' characteristics, and the research results, as well as an evaluation of the interviewing technique and the child interviewed. Experts must be forthright about the "boundary conditions" of the research, which potentially limit the extent to which the research findings can be applied to a particular case. 67 Social scientists commonly refer to these questions as issues of external validity, which concerns the extent to which research results apply to other people, in other situations, and at other times.
A court assesses the boundary conditions or external validity of research when it decides whether an expert's proferred testimony sufficiently "fits" the facts of a case to be helpful to the jury, or whether it is helpful to the judge in assessing the admissibility of evidence. Exact fit is not required, and experts may exercise their best judgment as to how the research applies. Research that is inapplicable to a particular case, however, is likely to mislead the finder of fact and should be excluded.
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A number of factors influence the potential effects of question repetition upon children's reliability. Here, the focus will be on the most important factors, which include whether questions were repeated within an interview (or over repeated interviews), the types of questions asked, the child's age, and the child's memory of the event. The leading research reveals that question repetition does not inevitably increase error.
A. Repeating Questions Versus Repeating Interviews
In their overview of the literature, Ceci and Friedman discuss five studies "focusing on repeated questions" that find high rates of error in response to abuse-related questions.
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A careful reading of Ceci and Friedman's paper reveals that only one of those studies analyzed the effects of repeating questions within an interview, rather than across interviews. 70 The distinction between re-67. See CECI & BRUCK, JEOPARDY, supra note 64, at 273 ("In short, we urge expert witnesses to review the full corpus of relevant scientific work, describing the magnitude of errors, the inconsistencies within and across studies, and the boundary conditions that might limit any generalization from the science to the case at bar); Ornstein & Gordon, supra note 38, at 242 ("'boundary conditions' may interfere with general statements about the sequelae of abuse or the suggestibility of children, requiring the expert to say that 'X may hold under certain conditions, but Y may be true in other situations.'").
68. 69. Ceci & Friedman, supra note 36, at 55. 70. When the authors specifically refer to "repetition of questions within the same interview," they cite one of the five studies: the 1991 study by Poole and White, discussed at length infra text accompa-peating questions within interviews rather than across interviews is important.
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Repeated questions within interviews may lead to error because of the child's perception that a different response is expected. Repeating questions across interviews may also lead to increased error, but for different reasons: Children forget over time, so that later interviews are more error-filled, and children may confuse what actually occurred with their responses in earlier interviews. On the other hand, repeating questions across interviews may decrease error. Repetition is a form of rehearsal, which strengthens memory, and children may recall new details during subsequent interviews (something memory researchers call "reminiscence").
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Therefore, errors across interviews do not tell us whether children will err within an interview.
B. The Leading Research: Poole and White
The study that speaks directly to the issue of repeated questions within interviews was conducted by Debra Poole and Lawrence Wright.
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As Ceci and Friedman summarize the study, "Poole & White interviewed some four-, six-, and eight-year-olds, and adults immediately after a staged encounter with a man, and again one week later."
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In each interview, questions were repeated twice, so that they were asked a total of three times over one interview, and six times over two interviews. Summarizing the findings, Ceci and Friedman note that repetition of the question "Did the man hurt Melanie?" increased the likelihood of a "false affirmative answer" among the four-year-olds. Indeed, sixty percent of the subjects to whom the question was asked six times over two interviews ultimately answered "yes."
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It is immediately apparent that the Poole and White study differs from the situation in Larson. Poole and White examined repetition over two interviews, rather than one, and asked the question six times, rather than twice. Nevertheless, a sixty percent rate of false affirmation is alarming, particularly since the question is arguably "abuse-related."
76 Moreover, the study is cited more generally as demonstrating age differences in the consistency of responses to repeated questioning, with young children most inclined to change their answers. testimony that repeated questioning will lead to false affirmations about harmful touching? Several important details about the Poole and White study suggest negative answers to both questions.
First, a "yes" response to "Did the man hurt Melanie?" is not a "false affirmation." Rather, it is entirely reasonable to conclude that the man did hurt Melanie. Poole and White intentionally staged the event so that "whether Melanie had actually been injured or was simply discouraging" the man and "whether the interaction was predominately antagonistic" were "ambiguous features."
78 Second, children were no more likely than adults to view the interaction as harmful. The researchers found no evidence that "younger subjects were more or less prone to report that injury had occurred or that inappropriate behavior was witnessed." 79 In part, this finding emphasizes the ambiguity of the interaction, because adults were just as unsure as children about what had occurred. Third, subjects tended to minimize the extent to which a harmful interaction occurred. The researchers believed that the question, "Did the man ask nicely for the pen?" was unambiguous "because the assistant inappropriately grabbed the pen from the subject." Nevertheless, "many subjects were reluctant to say anything unflattering about the stranger." 80 Poole and White suggest that either subjects were making judgments based on the overall actions of the man, or that "there is implicit social pressure involved in reporting antisocial behavior."
81 Subjects' denial that the man acted anti-socially, either by grabbing the pen or hurting the woman, is evidence of false denial rather than false affirmation. Hence, the study raises concerns that subjects might conceal wrongdoing by another person because of their reluctance to accuse that person of doing wrong.
The researchers found that younger children (four-year-olds) were more likely to change their responses to yes/no questions than were older children and adults.
82 Four-year-olds changed their responses eight to sixteen percent of the time when questions were repeated, whereas six-year-olds and older subjects did so only one to two of the time. 83 Given the ambiguity of the interac-78. Poole & White, Question Repetition, supra note 57, at 977. 79. Id. at 981. Specifically, adult subjects who answered the question six times were no less likely than children who answered the question six times to claim that the man had hurt Melanie. A careful reader would detect this fact in Ceci and Friedman's paper. In the text, the authors refer to the tendency of the "four-year-olds" to give a false affirmative answer, Ceci & Friedman, supra note 36, at 56, whereas in a footnote they report percentages and note that they apply "[r]egardless of the subjects' age and gender." Id. at 56 n.115.
80. Poole & White, Question Repetition, supra note 57, at 984. 81. Id. at 984. 82. Yes/no questions are questions that can be answered "yes" or "no," for example, "Did the man ask nicely for the pen?" 83. Poole & White, Question Repetition, supra note 57, at 981. The authors report that "[a]cross both repeat and single-delayed conditions, 24% of the four-year-olds were inconsistent on at least one yes/no question, compared with only 6% of the older subjects." Id. at 980-81. This figure is necessarily higher than the likelihood of inconsistency per question, because children were asked two yes/no questions. Moreover, this figure appears to include not only inconsistencies due to repetition but also inconsistencies across the two interviews. tion, however, the researchers cautiously concluded that "[m]ore research is needed to determine whether the repetition of yes-no questions is generally problematic for preschoolers or whether inconsistencies will be apparent only for minor details or ambiguous interactions." 84 Poole and White returned two years later and re-interviewed many of the original subjects. 85 As before, questions were repeated; this time subjects were asked each question a total of three times. Not surprisingly, many children remembered little of the one-minute interaction they had witnessed two years earlier.
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Summaries of the follow-up study have emphasized the age differences in errors: Younger children performed less well than older children and adults, 87 even in response to open-ended questions; one-fifth of the children confused which actors performed certain actions; 88 and children were more likely to speculate in response to some questions than adults. Yet, for our purposes, the most important question is whether younger children were more likely than older children and adults to change their answers in response to repeated questions. The answer is no. Across both studies, subjects changed their answer when the question was repeated about five percent of the time. 89 The researchers report being "extremely surprised that question repetition was not associated with decreased accuracy, particularly given the fact that the youngest children were only four years old when they witnessed the event."
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The follow-up study found further evidence that subjects, particularly children, are reluctant to label behavior as anti-social. Although they were no more likely than adults to change their responses within the interview, children were more likely than adults to change their responses across interviews, that is, from the interviews shortly after the original event to the interviews two years after the event. The direction of their change was significant: about ninety percent of the time, children who changed their responses "initially reported that the man behaved badly but later claimed that he had not." 91 The researchers found evidence that these children had forgotten the interaction, which suggests that a child who does not remember an event is not prone to report that event as anti-social, even if questions are repeated. questions. Although the youngest children in the first study were more likely than older subjects to change their answers when questions were repeated, the follow-up study found no distinction among age groups. Even in the first study, the youngest subjects were no more likely than adults to claim after repeated questions that something anti-social had occurred. Rather, the studies suggest that children, like adults, are reluctant to accuse others of wrongdoing, at least when the interaction is ambiguous or difficult to recall. These findings do not argue against the reliability of an abuse allegation in response to a repeated question.
C. The Classic Research: Piaget and His Detractors
Poole and White's work is not the only research upon which reviewers have relied in arguing that repetition breeds inconsistency and error. Indeed, the notion that repeated questions elicit changes in children's responses is a longstanding one, dating back to research in the 1970s criticizing some of Jean Piaget's classic studies. Researchers argued that some of Piaget's findings were attributable to the fact that he repeated questions, eliciting inconsistent responses from young children. Suggestibility researchers have widely cited the research challenging Piaget's results to support the claim that repetition increases errors. 92 Careful scrutiny of that research, however, reveals that there are important limits to the effects of repetition.
In order to understand the research, it is necessary to understand a little about Piaget's developmental theories. Piaget argued that young children fail to conserve number, mass, and volume. For example, with respect to the conservation of number, Piaget argued that young children do not understand that if one changes the spacing of a row of objects, the number of objects does not change.
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In a number conservation study, an experimenter shows a child two rows of objects that are equal in number and spaced similarly. The experimenter asks the child if one row has more objects or if they are both the same. 94 The experimenter then spreads out one of the rows and repeats the question. Younger children tend to change their answers, first responding that the rows are equal, but the-after the experimenter's manipulation-responding that the transformed row has more objects. 94. The question could be phrased as a yes/no question ("Do these rows have the same number?") or as a forced-choice question ("Are there the same number in both rows or does one have more?").
Piaget's interpretation of his results was challenged by researchers who argued that a child in the conservation experiment might "feel that the second question itself seems to suggest that a new judgment is in order, with the result that he changes his answer."
95 Susan Rose and Marion Blank found that if first graders were asked whether the rows were equal only once-after the transformation occurred, the number of conservation errors was cut in half. 96 Other researchers replicated Rose and Blank's findings on number conservation for the other conservation tasks-volume, mass, and length. 97 Moreover, Michael Siegal and his colleagues showed that children interpreted the repetition of the question as a request for a different answer. Siegal's research team found that when four-to six-year-old participants watched puppets making errors on the standard conservation task, they tended to attribute those errors to the puppet's desire "to please the grownup" rather than what "the puppet really thought was true." 98 At first glance, the implications of the research for children's eyewitness memory seem clear: Merely repeating the conservation question appears to elicit errors in young children. If children err when responding about objects they are currently viewing, then surely they will err in responding about events they are trying to remember.
Consider, however, the context in which repetition occurs in the conservation experiment. The researcher asks the child a question, transforms the materials, and then asks the question again. The repetition is coupled with transformation of the objects. If repeating the question tells a child that her first answer was incorrect, repetition alone (either before or after transformation) should have equally deleterious effects. Several researchers have found that this is not the case. Studying three-to four-year-olds, Graeme Halford and Frances Boyle asked two number-conservation questions without manipulating the objects between questions; the experimenter asked the question, dropped something on the floor, and then repeated the question. 99 The authors found that "the preschool children seem to have no difficulty maintaining their judgment when they are requested to repeat it without seeing a transformation." 100 Whereas children changed their answers about half the time in the standard experiment, they did so 12.5% of the time when the question was simply re- peated.
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Studying six-year-olds, Neilson and colleagues asked two number conservation questions either before manipulating the objects or afterward. 102 While children changed their answers about half the time in the standard experiment, six percent did so when the question was repeated without the transformation. 103 Repetition alone does not clearly convey to children that their answer is wrong; rather, something else must occur to suggest that a different answer is appropriate. 104 The history of Piaget's original research and the research it spawned teaches important lessons about the application of research to real-world cases. Clearly, young children can be led by the interviewing context to change their answers, but repetition does not appear to be inherently leading. Rather, one must examine the context in which repetition occurs. In one review of this and more recent research, Poole and White note that "[i]t is safe to assume that repetition effects will not be uniform but will be dependent on variables that alter witnesses' interpretations of repeated requests." 105 For legal decision-makers analyzing children's reports of abuse, the nature of those variables is as important as more general observations regarding the risks of repetition.
D. The Type of Questions and the Age of the Child
If one examines the entire corpus of research on repeated questions, the findings may appear inconsistent. Some studies find age differences only for younger children, whereas other studies find age differences across childhood. It is possible to derive a general rule, however. As questions become less leading, repetition has less of an effect, and even young children's responses are quite consistent; as questions become more leading, repetition has larger effects, and differences between children emerge at older ages. In assessing the effects of repetition, it is important to consider both the types of questions asked and the age of the child.
Preschool children are particularly suggestible. 106 In Larson, the child was not quite four years old when she was questioned by the physician's assistant, making research on preschool children relevant to that case. Ceci and Friedman warn, however, that the results of suggestibility research with preschool children is of questionable applicability to older children. 107 Older children are much more resistant to suggestive questions, making it necessary to increase the suggestiveness of interviewing to elicit errors and demonstrate age differences in performance.
The precise meaning of "suggestive question" is unclear.
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Perhaps it is most useful to think of questions along a continuum: On one end of the continuum the child provides the details, whereas on the other end the interviewer provides the details. If the child is asked to supply all the details, the questions are less leading. As the questions move toward the interviewer-supplied end of the continuum, they become more leading. At the extreme end of the interviewer-supplied continuum would be statements by the interviewer telling the child what occurred.
Questions that ask for free recall are the least leading. With free recall, the interviewer asks something such as "What happened?", letting the child supply all the details. With recognition questions, the interviewer provides choices and the child selects the correct choice. Recognition questions include yes/no questions and forced-choice questions, whereby the child chooses one of the offered responses (for example, "Was it A or B?"). In either case, the interviewer supplies details that the child confirms or rejects.
Between free recall and recognition questions are cued recall questions, which focus the child's attention on a particular type of acceptable answer, but allow the child to fill in the details. These include wh-questions (questions that begin with "what", "where", "when", "who", "why", or "how"), which are often classified as "general" or "specific." As wh-questions become more specific, the interviewer supplies more of the details. For example, compare "what was the man wearing?" (more general) with "what color were the man's shoes?" (more specific). Note that in the latter example, the interviewer assumes a detail (the man was wearing shoes).
When Poole and White analyzed shifts in responses across repeated yes/no questions, they found that four-year-olds were more likely to change their answers than were older subjects. They also found, however, that school-age children were remarkably resistant to the effects of repetition; indeed, six-year-olds performed as well as adults. Similarly, upon questioning the same subjects two years after the event, Poole and White were "extremely surprised" to find no age differences.
109 By this time the youngest subjects were six years old, leading the researchers to conclude that, across the two studies, "[s]ubjects 6-years-old [sic]or older were able to maintain good within-session consistency on yes-no questions." 110 Recall also that children were no more likely than adults to ulti- mately conclude (after a total of six repetitions) that the ambiguous interaction between the man and woman was harmful.
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When yes/no questions are combined with specific wh-questions (for example, "What was she carrying when she came in?" and "What color badge was he wearing?"), children will sometimes change their responses with repetition, but two studies have found no age differences among school-age children in their tendency to do so. 112 That is, younger children are less accurate than older children (their memories are poorer), but are no more susceptible to the effects of repeated questions.
Poole and White also asked children several general wh-questions. The open-ended questions were general wh-questions. They were "general" because they called for narrative answers. They were wh-questions because they used "who, what, where, when, why, or how" (for example, "What did he look like?", "Tell me what happened when he came into the room," and "Why did he come into the room?"). The researchers found no age differences in response to these questions. 113 Poole and White's two-year followup study obtained the same results.
114 Similar results were obtained in two field studies by Michael Lamb and his colleagues, who analyzed contradictions in children's responses in real-world interviews.
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How can one apply the results of this research to the child in Larson, or to other sexual abuse allegations? The physician's assistant might have asked "Has anyone else touched you there?" or "Who has touched you there?" or, according to the defense, "Did your daddy touch you there?" These are yes/no or specific wh-questions. The research suggests that preschool children are more inclined to change their responses when such questions are repeated than are grade school children, but by age six children are about as resistant as older children.
Research by Michael Lamb and others examining real-world sexual abuse interviews has found that yes/no questions, forced-choice questions, and specific 111. See supra text accompanying note 79. 112. See Memon & Vartoukian, supra note 92, at 410 (finding no significant correlation between age and decreased accuracy in response to repeated closed-ended yes/no and wh-questions among five-to seven-year-olds, although repetition did not decrease accuracy across age groups); Stephen Moston, The Suggestibility of Children in Interview Studies, 7 FIRST LANGUAGE 67, 75 (1987) (finding no significant relation between age and decreased accuracy in response to repeated questions among six-to tenyear-olds).
113. Poole & White, Question Repetition, supra note 57, at 980 ("Inconsistencies or retractions of prior testimony were rare with open-ended questions, despite the fact that some subjects answered the same question set six times.").
114. Poole & White, Two Years Later, supra note 85, at 849 ("There was no evidence that testimony became proportionally less accurate with repetition in Study 2.").
115. They found that such contradictions were never elicited by repeated "invitations," which are questions that elicit an "open-ended response from the child" and do "not delimit the child's focus except in the most general way. wh-questions predominate. 116 Moreover, any interviewer's claim that he or she "only asked open-ended questions" is subject to doubt, given interviewers' documented difficulties in accurately recalling the form of their questions. 117 Accordingly, it is fair to assume that most repeated questions will be quite specific questions.
Researchers have more difficulty uncovering age differences among older children in response to repeated questions, and attempt to do so by increasing the suggestiveness of the questions. Yes/no questions can be made more suggestive by turning them into "tag questions" or "negative-term" questions. Tag questions are yes/no questions in which the question is expressed as a statement followed by a phrase akin to "isn't that true?" (for example, "Michaela also let other children play with the duck, didn't she?"). Negative-term questions are yes/no questions into which a "not" is inserted (for example, "Did you see a gun?" becomes a negative-term question when phrased "Didn't you see a gun?"). Some research finds that young children are more likely to acquiesce to tag questions and negative-term questions than to yes/no questions. 118 In the Bonn Test of Statement Suggestibility, the interviewer reads the child a story and then asks a series of yes/no, tag, and forced-choice questions (in which neither response is correct). 119 Some of the questions are repeated immediately after they are first asked, 120 and the repeated question is prefaced with a statement such as "Are you sure?" or "Listen closely to this question again." 121 Because the interviewer reads the story to the child, he or she knows the contents of the story, increasing the suggestiveness of the questions. 122 One of three studies ex-amining children from four to ten years of age has found age differences in children's tendency to change their responses when questions are repeated. 123 Some researchers have made repetition more leading by prefacing the repeated questions with the warning that the child has made a number of mistakes. 124 Doing so increases suggestiveness in two ways. First, telling the child she has made mistakes indicates that the interviewer is knowledgeable. 125 Second, it explicitly pressures the child to change her response. Sena Garven, James Wood, and Roy Malpass have shown that if an interviewer responds "You're not doing good" to every negative response, and "Great. You're doing excellent now" to every positive response, five-to seven-year-old children will assent to most yes/no questions, even about fantastic events, and will elaborate on those responses and repeat their claims during a subsequent interview. 126 Seven studies have examined subjects' susceptibility to repeated questions using a version of Gudjonsson's Suggestibility Scales, in which the interviewer reads the subject a story and asks twenty questions. The interviewer then warns the subject that he or she made a number of mistakes and repeats the twenty questions. Fifteen of the questions are called "suggestive": they are either yes/no questions that are correctly answered "no," or forced-choice questions (for example, "Did the woman have one or two children?") for which neither answer is correct. The remaining five questions are yes/no questions that are correctly answered "yes." Subjects' tendency to change their responses with repetition of the "suggestive" questions is called "shift," and five of the seven studies have found age differences in "shift" extending from seven years of age to adulthood. 127 What about children younger than four years? The research on repeated questions has focused on children four years or older, whereas researchers have found dramatic differences between three-and four-year-olds on tasks that have implications for children's performance as witnesses. 128 Because the child in Larson was just turning four when she first alleged abuse, she might have been especially vulnerable to repetition. Matthew Scullin and Stephen Ceci tested the Video Suggestibility Scale for Children ("Video SSC") with three-to five-year-old children. 129 Children watched a five-minute video about a birthday party. They were subsequently asked eighteen yes/no questions. Twice they were told, "You missed a few of the questions. Let's go through them again and see if you can do better this time," and questions were repeated.
130 One unexpected finding was that the three-year-olds changed their answers in response to negative feedback less often than did the four-and five-year-olds. 131 Review of the research on repeated questions reveals the importance of paying close attention to the types of questions asked and the ages of the children tested. When interviewers ask yes/no and wh-questions, preschool children are more inclined to change their responses than are older children, but even young grade school children are remarkably consistent. When interviewers move to more suggestive techniques, repetition has a stronger effect, and age differences appear among older children. The Scullin and Ceci study, however, reveals that the relationship between age and performance is not a simple one. It may be that children initially become more vulnerable to external pressure as they approach grade school, but that this vulnerability lessens with age.
Sometimes suggestibility effects may be due to the type of question asked rather than to repetition. Reviewers often cite the work of William Cassel and colleagues as demonstrating that "children will change their answers to repeated forced-choice questions." one study, for example, the authors found that kindergartners were more likely than older children and adults to change their answers when asked "increasingly suggestive" tag questions. 133 The poor performance of the kindergarten children could be attributed to the form of the second question, rather than repetition.
134
Although there was no evidence in Larson that the physician's assistant went beyond repeating a yes/no question, critics of interviewing will point out that in surveys of real-world interviews, about ten percent of the questions are "suggestive," which includes tag-questions and questions that presuppose information not provided by the child ("suppositional" questions). 135 Moreover, Warren, Garven, Walker, and Woodall found that two-thirds of all investigative interviews they reviewed contained at least one "negative consequence," which was defined as " [c] riticizing or disagreeing with a child's statement, or otherwise indicating that the statement is incomplete, inadequate, or disappointing." 136 Overall, four percent of the interviewers' statements were categorized as "negative consequences."
137 Hence, some of the repeated questions in real-world interviews are going to be more coercive than, for example, the yes/no questions in the Poole and White studies.
The crux of the debate is whether real-world interviews rise to the level of coerciveness employed in the studies that produce dramatic suggestibility effects. 138 Ceci and Friedman argue that a single leading question can taint an interview, 139 )). Although Laumann and Elliot found that children who "were asked two sets of the same leading questions were significantly more suggestible on the second set of questions than were those who were asked two opposing sets of leading questions," Laumann & Elliot, supra, at 810-11, the effect was not attributable to the negative effects of repetition, but rather to the positive effects of asking "opposing sets" of questions. That is, children who were asked two sets of leading questions were not more suggestible on the second set than on the first, whereas children who were asked two sets of opposing leading questions were less suggestible on the second set than on the first. menting high rates of suggestibility inevitably tests interviews containing high proportions of extremely suggestive questions. Clearly, there is a substantial difference between rewarding every "yes" response and punishing every "no" response (the Garven study on the effects of positive and negative consequences), 140 and expressing disappointment four percent of the time.
E. Memory and Certainty
Children with stronger memories are less susceptible to repeated questions. Several of the studies discussed in the previous section found that children who recalled more were less likely to change their answers to repeated questions. 141 Christine Ricci and Carol Beal repeated wh-questions (general, specific, and suppositional) and found that "none of the children who were initially accurate later answered inaccurately when the question was repeated a second time." 142 The effects of certainty were anticipated by the Piagetian research on children's understanding of number: Gelman and her colleagues found that if children counted an array of objects three times rather than once (thus increasing their confidence in their answer), they were less swayed by a suggestive request to count again. 143 The effects of memory strength suggest that children will be less likely to change their responses when the repeated questions concern central details or major events rather than peripheral details or minor events. 144 Indeed, if the questions involve highly salient and memorable details, repetition may have no effect whatsoever. April Schwarzmueller found that four-to six-year-olds were impervious to twice repeated wh-and yes/no questions about their interactions with a "wizard," and speculated that this was because "children were active par-ticipants" and the activities were "enjoyable and engaging for the child." 145 The reader should recall, however, that even when a child's memory of an event is quite weak, repetition does not guarantee inconsistency. In Poole and White's follow-up study, six-year-olds asked about a minute-long interaction that had occurred two years previously were just as consistent across repeated yes/no questions as were the older children and adults.
F. Inconsistency Versus Error
The fact that children with poorer memories are more likely to change their responses when questions are repeated raises the issue of whether repetition increases error. If repetition leads children to change their wrong answers as well as their right answers, then repetition need not increase error. If children are more likely to change wrong answers than right answers, then repetition could decrease error. If repetition leads children to refuse to respond altogether or to respond "I don't know," then repetition could decrease accuracy without increasing error.
Evidence that repetition increases error is remarkably hard to find. As noted above, repeated open-ended questions do not decrease accuracy. With respect to yes/no questions, Poole and White could not calculate accuracy for the repeated question, "Did the man hurt Melanie?", because subjects could reasonably answer "yes" or "no," and they do not report accuracy for the repeated yes/no question, "Did the man ask nicely for the pen?" 146 Similarly, Warren and her colleagues do not report error rates across repeated yes/no questions. 147 A follow-up study to Warren's, in which the authors used a similar method to examine the performance of learning disabled children in response to repeated yes/no questions, found no decrease in accuracy. 148 Finally, Ricci and Beal showed five-year-olds a three-minute slide show in which a camera was stolen. Error rates were unaffected by repeated questions, which included "suggestive" wh-questions ("What about the dog, what kind of dog was at the picnic?", when there was no dog) and specific wh-questions ("What color was the ball the boys were throwing?"). 149 Although an "I don't know" response is not informative, it is not inaccurate either. Summarizing Stephen Moston's study of the effects of repeated yes/no and specific wh-questions on six-to ten-year-olds, 150 Ceci and Bruck emphasize that Moston found that "[t]he number of correct responses significantly de-(about five percent of all responses) and found small and statistically insignificant differences in accuracy across repeated open-ended or closed-ended questions. 156 In sum, because children may change their wrong answers to right answers or may respond "I don't know," repetition may increase inconsistency without increasing error.
G. Applying the Research
Given what is now known about the effects of repetition on young children's reports, what conclusions can be made about Larson? On the one hand, one can argue that the child's statements are unreliable. The child was barely four years old when questioned. The physician's assistant failed to ask open-ended questions. One might presume suggestiveness, based on the post-divorce timing of the allegation, and the failure of the physician's assistant to record the interview. 157 Nonetheless, any expert opinion that the child would be "likely" to change her response simply because the physician's assistant repeated the question would be unwarranted. The expert might argue that the child would be "more likely than an adult" to change her response, but would have to acknowledge that this conclusion was solely attributable to the girl's age. No one contended that the event was ambiguous; indeed, the physician's assistant suspected innocent touching and asked questions to test this hypothesis. No one argued that the child's memory of interactions with her father were weak, or that the event was somehow peripheral or unimportant. No one argued that the physician's assistant asked tag questions ("He touched your vagina, didn't he?") or suppositional questions ("When did your daddy touch your vagina?"). Rather, the defense contended that she asked yes/no questions, whereas the prosecution argued that she asked wh-questions. The research suggests that a four-year-old child in this girl's situation will stand firm rather than make a false allegation in the face of a repeated question.
The child did not stand firm, however; she changed her story when the question was repeated. Is this not proof of inconsistency and evidence for error? This last argument raises an important question: If repetition leads to inconsistency, why should interviewers ever repeat questions? Or, to put it another way, why shouldn't repetition that results in inconsistency always be evidence of unreliability? The answer highlights what is almost always missing from the research on suggestibility. 157. Cf. Ceci & Friedman, supra note 36, at 101-02 n.289 (suggesting that courts might allow expert testimony on suggestibility when the state fails to videotape a formal interview or when a case arises in the context of a particularly acrimonious divorce).
V THE NEGLECTED ERROR: FALSE DENIALS OF ABUSE
A common-sense explanation for the child's inconsistency in Larson is that she was reluctant to reveal what her father had done to her. The physician's assistant testified that when she first asked the child if anyone had touched her, the child "looked down and away from me and averted her eyes." 158 It was only after the question was repeated that the child described how "Daddy" had touched her "between the legs" with "his bone" that "came out of his pants." 159 When left alone with her mother, the child claimed that she was "only kidding," but when the assistant returned she repeated the allegation and explained that "she didn't want to have her father in trouble." 160 In a subsequent interview she described abuse that had occurred in "her Daddy's house," but refused to name the perpetrator because "she loved her Daddy and she didn't want him to get into trouble." 161 The possibility that abused children may be reluctant to disclose their abuse may come as no surprise. It is, however, the subject of intense debate among suggestibility researchers. Reviewing the research in a recent issue of American Psychologist, the house organ of the American Psychological Association, Bruck, Ceci, and Hembrooke characterized the belief that sexually abused children are reluctant to disclose abuse when directly questioned as a "stubborn urban legend." 162 In their prominent book-length review of research on children's suggestibility, Ceci and Bruck characterized the belief that threats deter sexually abused children from reporting abuse as "professional 'lore.'" 163 If they are correct, and abused children are forthcoming about abuse, there is no justification for repeating questions in order to encourage a child to reveal abuse. Moreover, if a child reveals abuse only after prompting, this would be strong evidence that the allegation is false, because a truly abused child would not require such prompting.
If the researchers are wrong, however, and some children are reluctant to reveal abuse, then repeating a question may increase the number of truly abused children who will reveal their abuse when questioned. A substantial body of both observational and laboratory research demonstrates that the socalled urban legends and lore about children's reluctance to reveal abuse are true. 164 Children are reluctant to disclose abuse. Responding to my claims, Ceci and Friedman have acknowledged that "fear, embarrassment or loyalty may inhibit a child from disclosing abuse," 165 and that "in some circumstances these considerations might make it reasonable to use suggestive questioning." 166 Moreover, they have reviewed the suggestibility research and concluded that " [t] here is no serious doubt that directed questioning will often be far more effective than requests for free recall in securing disclosure of abuse." 167 What effect does repetition have on reluctant children? Sadly, the effect is unknown. Suggestibility researchers have virtually ignored the extent to which suggestive techniques may overcome reluctance to report, at the same time acknowledging that any decision about the efficacy of an interviewing technique requires a consideration of the number of true accusations that the technique will elicit weighed against the number of false allegations that will occur. 168 Children in the studies on question repetition have little or no motive to conceal information, minimizing the likelihood that the research will reveal any positive effects of repetition.
There is a substantial body of laboratory research examining children's reluctance to disclose minor transgressions and embarrassing events. 169 Although none of the studies has examined the effects of repeated questions, there is evidence that techniques criticized as "leading" increase disclosure-specific yes/no: questions instead of invitations, 170 for example, or reassurance that it is "O.K." to tell. 171 In order to conduct a cost-benefit analysis of repeated questions, it is necessary to know whether repeated questions will increase the likelihood that a truly abused child will reveal abuse, as may have happened in Larson.
165. Ceci & Friedman, supra note 36, at 45. 166. Id. at 78. 167. Id. at 46. Ceci and Friedman then point out that children's reluctance to disclose abuse can reduce the probative value of abuse allegations. Using the logic of Bayes' theorem, they show that "all other things being equal, the less probable it is that the child would report abuse if it occurred, the less probative is a report that she does make." Id. at 78. However, "all other things" are not equal; many of the factors that make truly abused children reluctant to reveal abuse also make non-abused children reluctant to allege abuse. For example, consider the fact that grade school children undergoing genital examinations are less likely to recall genital touch than other forms of touch. If "all other things" are equal, this would mean that a report of genital touch is less likely to be true than a report of non-genital touch. The same factor that suppresses true reports of genital touch (embarrassment), however, also makes gradeschool children less likely to make false claims of genital touch than less embarrassing forms of touch.
168. See CECI & BRUCK, JEOPARDY, supra note 64, at 2 ("[I]t is important to determine the proportion of abused children who are initially too scared or confused to divulge the details of their victimization, but who will eventually do so if they are questioned more aggressively, as well as the proportion of nonabused children who will eventually disclose false details of abuse if they are aggressively questioned.").
169. 
VI CONCLUSION
A careful review of the literature on repeated questions leaves one very skeptical about the value of the research for a case-by-case analysis of the reliability of a child's statements. The evidence that repetition undermines accuracy is weaker than it first appears, and the ways that repetition may increase accuracy have been ignored. This paper is a cautionary tale for courts that find themselves confronted with claims about the reliability of children's statements. Changes in the law of hearsay make it likely that in future sexual abuse cases courts will assume more responsibility for assessing reliability. At the same time, the research on children's suggestibility continues to grow, and more frequently appears in places likely to be noticed by the courts. Moreover, there appears to be a trend toward greater acceptance of defense expert testimony on suggestibility. 172 Undoubtedly, the research on suggestibility has done a lot of good. It has disabused many professionals of simplistic and over-optimistic assumptions about the possibility of false allegations. It has led to a tremendous effort to develop non-suggestive protocols for interviewing children about abuse. It has uncovered cases in which highly coercive interviewing techniques have terrorized purported child victims and potentially generated convictions of the innocent.
In the wrong hands, however, the research can also cause great harm. Adversarial battles are particularly likely to generate polarized and exaggerated claims about what science has proven. Without any evidence about the potentially beneficial effects of repetition on truly abused children, a court consulting suggestibility experts would only hear about the dangers of repeated questions. In Larson, the common sense interpretation of the young child's initial denial of abuse as reluctance might well be dismissed as an "urban legend" or layperson's "lore." Moreover, because of the difficulties of communicating complicated and often conflicting findings, many experts would feel compelled to simplify the literature, making it understandable to a lay audience. Simple statements about young children's unreliability when questions are repeated, however, are more likely to mislead than to educate.
172. See Lyon, Expert Testimony, supra note 68.
